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A n avid fan of spy stories, I 
have read many whieh in¬ 
volve an apparently harmless 
doeument (like a friendly letter). But 
the doeument aetually eonveys dan¬ 
gerous information if one is provided 
with the appropriate eonvention for 
deeoding it. 

That situation reminds me about 
the ease of two ereatures, one a human 
and the other a ehimpanzee. Some sei- 
entists deelare that the genetie mate¬ 



yfflis 


by Margaret Helder 


rial of these two organisms 
is 98% the same and this 
proves that the humans 
are deseended from the 
ehimpanzee. A eloser 
look at the situation, 
however, reveals that this 
deelaration aetually means nothing. 

The first question anyone reading 
about human and ehimp relationships 
should ask is, what do those numbers 
mean? These numbers are eomputer 
estimated similarities in the eontent of 
DNA. That moleeule eonsists of four 
ehoiees (like letters) whieh provide the 
genetie information bearing part of a 
ehemieal ehain. The ehoiees are ealled 
A, T, C and G. We eould potentially 
arrange these letters in many different 
patterns in a row (sequenee) sueh as 
CATCATGAT or TTTAGGGAG or 


whatever we ehoose. There are aetu¬ 
ally about 3 billion letters in the entire 
eolleetion of human genetie informa¬ 
tion (genome) and even more in the 
ehimpanzee genome. 

By means of maehines and ehemi¬ 
eal strategies, the order of the letters 
along the human genome has been 
quite well doeumented. Then in 2005, 
a deseription of the ehimpanzee ge¬ 
nome was published. This is said to be 
98% similar to the human genome. In 
eomparison, the rat’s genome is said to 
be 88% similar to the human genome, 
and ehiekens are estimated to be 60% 
similar. There are however many rea¬ 
sons why these values mean very little. 

What seientists did was to ehop up 
the ehimp DNA into millions of small 
fragments about 500 to 1200 letters in 
length. The order of letters on eaeh 
pieee was then doeumented. But how 
did they put the whole thing baek to¬ 
gether again? For a start, eomputers 
eompare fragments from several ma¬ 
ehines, looking for pieees with 
overlapping order. 
The eomputer 
then eonneets 
adjaeent parts 
into larger pieees 
of information 

ealled “sequene- 
ing eontigs” mean¬ 
ing eontinguous 

[adjaeent] pieees of 
i n f o r - mation. Rather than 

eontinue this expensive proeess indefi¬ 
nitely however, the seientists also used 
the human genome as a template or 
standard pattern to arrange and eon- 
neet fragments. This is like using the 
pieture of a puzzle to figure out whieh 
pieees should go where. 

The result of this proeess is that the 
ehimp genome might inadvertently 
have been made to appear 

Continued on page 6 


l>o wcjiA/t 
to tHliA/fe m,ore 
clearly? 

I ason Lisle, Ph.D., graduated in 
_ y astronomy from the University 
of Colorado. After years of experience 
in teaching and conducting research in 
solar astrophysics, he wrote Taking Back 
Astronomy: the Heavens Declare Creation 
(2006) which was aimed at junior high 
to adult readers. Now he has written 
The Ultimate Proof of Creation: resolving 
the origins debate (2009). Unlike the pre¬ 
vious book, this one does not discuss 
much science 
at all. Rather he 
sets out to help 
everyone discuss 
more effectively 
what the ulti¬ 
mate foundation 
of our position, 
the creation 
model, really is. 

Do you want 
to think more 
clearly and even 
declare more ef¬ 
fectively what 
the important 
issues are? Then 
this interesting 
book is certainly 
for you! 

Dr. Lisle be¬ 
gins by declaring 
that the only 

rational basis for knowing anything is 
the understanding that God created 
everything including matter, all natural 
processes and abstract phenomena like 
morality, mathematics and the ability to 
learn. In this context he maintains that 
there are two categories of individuals: 
those who approach the world in a rea- 

Continued on page 2 
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Continued from page i 

sonable way (rational) 
since they look to God 
as the ultimate founda¬ 
tion of everything, and 
those who base every¬ 
thing on an unknown 
and unknowable imper 
sonal source (which is an 
irrational approach or 
contrary to reason). 

Dr. Lisle then pro¬ 
vides a very readable 
introduction to logic 
so that one can easily 
perceive why evolu¬ 
tion based arguments 
are without a reasonable foundation and 
therefore are false. For example, one 
should look for arbitrary arguments (based 
on mere opinion), and unstated philosoph¬ 
ical biases such as the insistence that the 
work of God will never be evident in na¬ 
ture. Don’t worry, this advice sounds com¬ 
plicated but the author makes it interest¬ 
ing and understandable. Also one should 
look for inconsistency on the part of an 
opponent such that there is one standard 
for his position and another for yours. 

Dr. L. then illustrates a wide variety of 
false arguments (fallacies) such as provid¬ 
ing only two alternatives to a 

defender 
position 
while 
excluding 
another 
possibility 
which actu¬ 
ally might be 
the true solu¬ 
tion. Another 
fallacy is 
circular rea¬ 
soning which 
is most often 

wrong, but not always. Another fallacy is 
the appeal to majority opinion or expert 
opinion which could actually be wrong. 
And another common fallacy is to attack 
the character of the opponent in a way un¬ 
connected to the issue at hand but so as to 




foster disrespect for this 
person and arguments. 
These are just a few 
of the false arguments 
which Dr. L. covers. 

The author’s purpose 
in showing the reader 
how to recognize false 
debating strategies is to 
provide each person with 
the ability to demon¬ 
strate the merits of the 
Christian worldview and 
how any other worldview 
is sadly lacking. In his 
opinion, issues of science 
impact this discussion 
only minimally so the 
individual does not need to be heavily 
trained in this discipline. It is also his 
position that one should generally discuss 
details of science only with people who 
share the same worldview -- but there are 
others who would include a wider audi¬ 
ence in their discussions. 

Lastly the book provides the reader 
with opportunities to practice these newly 
acquired skills of logical analysis. Quite 
a number of real messages from the pub¬ 
lic to the AiG website are printed. The 
reader is encouraged to conduct his/her 
own analysis. Then Dr. L provides his own 
analysis of the arguments and a possible 
response to the individual. There is no 
doubt that one can learn a lot from this 
stimulating exercise! 

Jason Lisle. 2009 . The Ultimate Proof of 
Creation: resolving the origins debate. Master 
Books, pp. 254 . 
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DiyON^AlES AWHORmr AND AODRAOr 


J ohn Whitcomb and Henry Morris’ 1961 classic 
The Genesis Flood was, of course, a wonderful work. 
Countless people, among them many scientists, have been 
positively influenced by its message. In the ensuing half 
century however, a lot of new information and many new 
arguments against “the flood” have appeared. The time 
has long since come for an update of the 1961 work. So it 
was that geologist Andrew Snelling has written a massive 
work Earth^s Catastrophic Past. This is wonderful news for 
everyone who has an interest in the Scriptures. Although 
at first the work looks very technical, various sections will 
appeal to different reading audiences. It really is a case of 
one size fits all! 

We have all heard many of the arguments against the 
universal character of the flood of Noah: what about the 
“older” Babylonian flood myth, the Gilgamesh Epic? 
How did Noah get all those animals on the ark? How did 
he manage the clean up and feeding duties? Does “all” 
really mean “all”? What about aboriginal populations 
who lived on distant continents undisturbed by any flood? 
What about marsupials in Australia? What about radio- 
metric dating? The negative queries go on and on. It was 
to provide informed answers for everyone and to encour¬ 
age young students to become qualified in the relevant dis¬ 
ciplines, that Dr. Snelling wrote his book. 

The author devotes Volume One to general introduc¬ 
tions to the Scriptures and to geology. It is his contention 
that science and philosophy cannot raise doubts concern¬ 
ing God’s word. In this context he provides eight Bibli¬ 
cal arguments which cannot be discredited. Nevertheless 
many people do argue against the Biblieal reeord 
so he eontinues with the rest of this work. Dr. S. 
next diseusses non-geologieal arguments against 
the flood, sueh as the Babylonian myth. Then 
he diseusses objeetions to the details of the 
flood aeeount. Next he divides geologie 
history into major events sueh as the ere- 
ation, pre-flood period, flood and post¬ 
flood periods. Finally he looks in detail 
at the Hebrew text of Genesis ehap 
ters 1-11. 

Dr. S., in the latter part of Vol¬ 
ume One, turns his attention to 
geology. He deelares that while 
the geologieal eolumn is a physieal 
reality, we must nevertheless not allow 
ourselves to be eonfused by evolutionary 
interpretations thereof On the eontrary 
he says “our ehallenge is to seek a bet¬ 
ter and more robust explanation for these 
observational data within the biblieal geologie 



model for earth history based on the seriptural details of 
ereation and the Flood.” (p. 354) Fastly he provides a gen¬ 
eral introduetion to plate teetonies. However the really 
signifleant diseussion is on eatastrophie plate teetonies in 
Volume Two, pp. 683-707. 

In Volume Two, Dr. Snelling devotes his attention to 
speeifle seientifle details whieh impaet the issue of the uni¬ 
versality of the flood. In the first seetion, he eonsiders the 
overwhelming testimony of held and laboratory studies 
whieh demonstrate that the eonventional WffPIMlfglfSPM 
interpretation is ineorreet. In this seetion 
he diseusses ehalk beds, limestones, sandstones, shale, and 
fossil grave yards among other issues. 

In the seeond seetion he diseusses a Biblieal model of 
earth history. In his opinion, the top of ereation week’s 
energetieally laid down sediments (resulting from day 3 
teetonie events) might be at the top of the “Mesoprotero- 
zoie roek sequenee” (see p. 310 for diagram) (p. 645). He 
then diseusses pre-flood issues followed by a model for the 
onset and progress of the flood (eatastrophie plate teeton¬ 
ies). This answers the questions where the water eame 
from and where it went afterwards. He diseusses new defi¬ 
nitions of where the pre-flood/flood boundary may be, 
the order of the strata (layers of sediment), the flood/post 
flood boundary and post-flood geology ineluding an iee 
age. Obviously reeent geologieal diseoveries fit nieely into 
the flood model! 

In the next seetion. Dr. S diseusses what radiometrie 
dating does, and does not, tell us. Then he diseusses sup¬ 
port for Biblieal geology from diverse areas sueh as earth’s 
magnetie held and helium sourees and amounts. Fastly he 
turns his attention to issues like varves, eoral reefs, evapo- 
rites, and hardening of sediments into roek (lithiflea- 
tion). 

This work is a riehly doeumented 
resouree on the flood and it eov- 
ers an astonishing array of issues. 
Few readers, of eourse, will read the 
whole thing at onee. Most will use it as 
a resouree for information on their fa¬ 
vourite topies. Fair enough! The 
rest of the work is available when 
they need it. But for those with 
the time, the whole book provides 
a faseinating read! 


Andrew Snelling. 2009. Earth's 
Catastrophic Past: Geology, Creation & the 
Flood. Two Volumes. Institute for Gre- 
ation Researeh. Dallas, pp. 1102. (eolour 
illustrations) 
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r arsiers are chipmunk sized nocturnal primates 
known for their enormous night adapted eyes and 
koala-like body appearance. Their face, which re¬ 
sembles that of an owl, is the epitome of innocence. Tarsi- 
ers are covered with very soft, beautiful, velvety fur, which is 
generally buff, beige, or ochre in color. The head and body 
together range from 10 to 15 cm in length, followed by a 20 
to 25 cm long slender tail. 

Their name comes from their very long hind limbs and 
extremely elongated tarsal feet bones. These bones give 
them an exceptionally powerful leverage when jumping— 
as much as eighteen feet in a single leap! (Sleeper, Barba¬ 
ra. 1997. Primates p. 95) Their powerful legs allow them to 
jump around in trees more like an arboreal frog than like a 
primate.(Eimerl, S and I. DeVore, 1966. The Primates 23) 
On the ground they can walk on all fours or jump on two 
legs, but they usually leap like frogs for distances as far as 
two meters. (Grzimek,B. 1972. Grzimek^s Animal Life Encyclo¬ 
pedia vol 10 p. 308) Their fingers are so elongated that the 
third finger is about the same length as their upper arm. 

Tarsiers resemble lower primates in both behavior and 
morphology, yet genetic evidence places them closer to 
monkeys and other higher primates. Called the world’s 
smallest monkey, they are not monkeys and their classifi¬ 
cation is very problematic. As one primatologist conclud¬ 
ed, “Without a doubt, Tarsius is an extraordinarily unique 
mammal” (Schwartz, J. 2003. “How close are the similar¬ 
ities between Tarsius and other primates?” eh. 3 p. 88 in 


Wright, Patricia et 
al Tarsiers: Past, Pres¬ 
ent and Future). Some 
of the many major 
traits that make them 
“extraordinarily 
unique” include: 

1. Each eyeball is as 
large as their entire 
brain, about 16 mm 
in diameter. Their 
immense eye sock¬ 
ets are protected by 
bony flanges extend¬ 
ing away from the skull. 

2. They have neck vertebrae designed to allow the head to 
rotate more than 180 degrees to compensate for their 
lack of eyeball mobility. 

3. They have hyper-elongated heel bones and foot bones; 
and two-thirds of their distal tibia and fibula are fused. 
Their fingers and toes are tipped with a soft pad (Grzimek 
vol. 10 p. 308). 

4. Their grooming claws are on the second and third digit 
of the hind foot; 

5. Like humans they have comparatively forward place¬ 
ment of the hole where the spinal chord enters the skull. 

6. Their locomotor behavior almost universally involves 
vertical postures (upright as humans walk) instead of the 
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more typical quadripedal locomotion of most other pri¬ 
mates. 

7. They have conical incisors; and only one pair of lower 
incisors; 

8. Tarsiers feed exclusively on living animals, a behav¬ 
ioral trait shared by no other known primate. (Simons, 
E..2003. “The Fossil Record of Tarsier Evolution” eh. 
14 p. 9 in Wright, et al) 

9. They have very close family relationships—they sleep to¬ 
gether by day and hunt together at night. (Sleeper, p. 95) 
Another feature that makes Tarsius a unique primate is 

that they are the only totally carnivorous and insectivorous 
primate. They consume almost any small animal or insect, 
including snakes, bats, birds, frogs, fish, crabs, shrimp, and 
even neurotoxic species. (Schwartz, 2003, p. 51) 

Tarsiers are indeed a “one of a kind” animal, unique in 
the entire animal world. (Eimerl and DeVore p. 23) The 
three living species and 12 subspecies are in a family by 
themselves, the tarsiers (Tarsiidae), and in a genus by them¬ 
selves, Tarsius. (Grzimek vol 10 p. 308) The chasm between 
tarsiers and all other life forms is so wide that for “cen¬ 
turies, the tiny primate Tarsius has amazed and frustrated 
those who study it” because its “bizarre attributes make 
its phylogeny difficult to establish.” Nonetheless, system- 
atists have developed 
tentative “tarsier phy- 
logenies based on in¬ 
terpretations of data 
constrained by as¬ 
sumed phylogenies or 
reconstructed trans¬ 
formation series. Con¬ 
sequently, retrieving 
specific details of Tar¬ 
sius anatomy and con¬ 
sidering them in light 
of alternative interpre¬ 
tations is difficult. This 
situation is an unfor¬ 
tunate legacy of taxo¬ 
nomic practice, whereby the identity (diagnosis) of a new 
taxon is defined less by the features of the organism than by 
the ways in which it is thought to be similar to other taxa, 
which are also defined comparatively.” (Schwartz , 2003, 
p. 50) 

The enormous contrast between tarsiers and all other 
life forms has stymied evolutionists, and the fossil record 
has paralyzed them in their quest to find the origins of this 
little primate. 

Tarsiers have the longest continuous fossil record of any 
primate genus known, but the fossil record does not support 
macro-evolution. Rather it reveals that they have changed 
very little, except in size, during the time that evolution¬ 
ists postulate they have been on the earth, over 45 million 
years. After a careful evaluation of the similarities between 
tarsius and other primates, Schwartz concluded that its po¬ 


tential evolutionary relationship, even its status in primate 
evolution, does not lend itself to any plausible evolutionary 
scenario (2003, p. 88). 

Considered “living fossils” due to their misjudged primi¬ 
tiveness, they were for years called “a living fossil record 
[that had] no fossil record.” (Jablonski, Nina. “The Evolu¬ 
tion of the Tarsier Niche” 2003. eh. 2 p. 35 in Wright et al) 
Intensive research has now uncovered a large number of 
fossils back to the Eocene, and the “fragmentary remains 
of fossil tarsiids recovered from deposits of middle Eocene 
age onward from Egypt, China, and Thailand indicate that 
the tarsier’s diving fossil’ moniker is well deserved. The 
morphology of these fragments is remarkably modern, or 
perhaps better said, the body plan of modern tarsiers is 
remarkably ancient and conservative.” (Jablonski p. 35) 

In other words, 
no fossil evidence 
exists for tarsiid 
evolution and no 
evidence exists in 
antiquity for any 
of their distinctive, 
or possibly shared, 
supposed evolu- 
tionarily derived 
features. (Simons, 
2003, p. 14) The 
earliest tarsier fos¬ 
sils are identical, or 
very close to identi¬ 
cal, to modern tar¬ 
siers, and thus the 
first tarsiers were 
clearly tarsiers. 
Simons notes 
that a primate fossil this old 
is unprecedented and “no 
one has ever considered a 
primate genus as having a 
temporal extension [mean¬ 
ing history] even a fifth as 
long.” (2003, pp. 15-16) A 
primate living fossil this old, 
as far as can be determined 
from the fossil remains, has 
seriously challenged evolutionary orthodoxy. 

Tarsiers “share a suit of derived features not seen in 
other primates” or any other mammal, and thus have chal¬ 
lenged all attempts to construct a plausible evolutionary 
history. (Simons, 2003, p. 9) Their primitive status has now 
been debunked and they are recognized as very advanced 
primates. Consequently, this, the least diverse of all pri¬ 
mates with the most distinctive collection of all primates, 
resists even tentative evolutionary explanations. The fact 
that the first tarsier in the fossil record is a tarsier supports 
the creation worldview. 
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by Margaret Helder 


Continued from page 1 


more similar to the human genome 
than it aetually is. Indeed the only 
two sequenees whieh have been 
eomprehensively mapped in both 
ehimpanzee and human are two tiny 
ehromosomes: ehromosome #21 
and the male gender determining Y 
ehromosome January 28/10 

p. 537). While the ehimp and human 
ehromosome #21 are indeed very 
similar, eomparison of the Y ehro¬ 
mosome has provided a big surprise. 
The male-speeifie region of the Y 
ehromosome (MSY) in these two spe- 
eies reveals that “they differ radieally 
in sequenee strueture and gene eon- 
tent.” (p. 537). The ehimpanzee MSY 
exhibits 19 massive palindromes, 
eompared to only 8 in humans. A 
palindrome is a sequenee of letters 
whieh reads the same in both diree- 
tions sueh as “Madam, I’m Adam.” 
Comparison of the two sequenees 
shows great differenees in informa¬ 
tion eontent and arrangement of the 
information. Apparently seientists did 
not expeet and eannot aeeount for 
these marked differenees (p. 538). 

Seientists had approaehed 
the eomparison of genetie 
eode in various organisms sueh 
as human and ehimps, with 
high hopes that the identified 
differenees would explain the 
eontrasting eharaeteristies of 
these organisms and how they 
got that way. Unfortunately these 


hopes have proved entirely unfound¬ 
ed. Indeed these people had assumed 
that it would be possible, through 
eomparison of DNA from various 
organisms, to traek the proeess of in- 
ereasing differenees from a eommon 
aneestor to more remote deseendants. 
What aetually happened however 
was: “When the genomes started 
eoming out, a lot of people thought 
they eould traek the regulatory eode 
just by eomparing sequenees ... that 
would have been really niee, but un¬ 
fortunately it doesn’t work. You do 
find patterns, but they’re not neees- 
sarily relevant.” {Nature Nov. 8/07 p. 
142) 

Seientists still eannot explain what 
there is in the genome that provides 
for our speeial eharaeteristies, or what 
makes us human. {Nature Sept. 1/05 
p. 51, 83) They now know that varia¬ 
tion in the ordering of the letters in 
the DNA is not enough to explain 
the differenees between humans and 
ehimps. 

For many years seientists antiei- 
pated that differenees in genes would 
give elues about lines of evolutionary 
deseent. The idea was that if both 
groups are deseended from the same 
aneestor, then both groups initially 
started out with the same genome. 
However with inereasing time, greater 
differenees should appear between the 
two groups. Nevertheless as more ge¬ 
nomes were studied, surprises began 
to appear. Apparently 



organisms may exhibit similar genes. 
Thus one eommentator pointed out: 
“Many of the genes that determine 
the animal body plan are virtually 
identieal in both strueture and fune- 
tion in ereatures that, on the outside, 
have little in eommon.” {Nature Nov. 
20/08 p. 300) Similar genes then are 
not neeessarily an indieation of any 
kind of elose relationship. Indeed 
similar pieees of information may do 
different things in different organisms. 
Thus “it is elear that all things are not 
equal: the funetion of any given gene 
eannot be defined outside its speeies 
speeifie eontext.” (p. 303) 

The main problem with using 
DNA to explain the eharaeteristies of 
organisms however is that seientists 
now realize that we do not even know 
what a gene is. Genetie information 
was formerly imagined to eonsist of 
strings of genes, eaeh one eontrolling 
one eharaeteristie. There was also 
ample filler material, formerly ealled 
‘junk DNA but now known to be 
important in eontrol and regulation 
of genetie expression. The problem 
seientists have now diseovered is that 
identieal strings of DNA ean in faet 
be read in totally different ways (like 
the spy’s letter). One eommentator 
pointed out the result of this situa¬ 
tion: “As long as we remain unsure 
what a gene is, we are a long way 
from understanding genomie evolu¬ 
tion.” {NatureYCo. 14/08 p. 772). 

The image seientists had devel¬ 
oped of genetie information has 
now dissolved into “mind-boggling 
eomplexity.” {Nature May 25/06 p. 
399) Whereas formerly genes were 
eonsidered to be pieees of informa¬ 
tion strung end to end like beads on 
a string, it now appears that there 
are no individual pieees of informa¬ 
tion. Rather, the eell eopies a pieee 
of information, snips out some parts 
and attaehes the remaining pieees to¬ 
gether in various orders and numbers 


6 - Creation Science Dialogue - Fall 2010 





















of pieces. Thus one stretch of DNA, 
depending upon which fragments are 
joined together and in what order, 
can yield endless different proteins, 
all from one piece of code. Moreover 
it appears that these transcripts often 
overlap with each other. There have 
been cases found of one protein cod¬ 
ing transcript nestled within the non¬ 
protein coding discarded section of 
another transcript/gene and of one 
protein coding transcript formed by 
combining component parts that are 
located far distant from each other on 
the chromosome with several other 
‘genes’ in between, (p. 399-400) Thus 
as the author of the article declares: 
“Discrete genes are starting to vanish. 
We have a continuum of transcripts.” 
(p. 400) Obviously it is pointless to 
compare the genomes of organisms 
when these tell us so little about the 
organisms involved. 


It is apparent then that 
scientists are not in a posi¬ 
tion to compare human and 
chimpanzee genomes Even 
if the genomes were identi¬ 
cal, it would give no clues 
about relationships because 
of the alternative splicing 
of genetic information and 
multiple reading frames 
from the same piece of 
stored code. Moreover the 
actual form and function of 
creatures appears to come 
from higher levels of control 
about which we know very 
little. Thus assumptions 
that similar genomes suggest a close 
evolutionary relationship, are plainly 
without any kind of logical basis. All 
that scientists have discovered is how 
little we understand. 

The study of various genomes 


obviously has been a story of secular 
disappointment. What is called for 
here is humble appreciation of what 
God has told us concerning how He 
created all things. Then we interpret 
the data from nature in terms of what 
God has revealed in His Word. 


A AA^oD fefol taste 
of evidencesT 

ouldn’t it be great if there were a small, 
easy to understand, nicely organized book 
about the global flood that could serve as 
a starting place for understanding this issue from a 
Biblical and scientiflc point of view? Well look no 
further... Answers in Genesis has produced just that; 
a handy little book called “A Pocket Guide to... The 
Global Flood”. 

Also available in this series are other titles such as 
“A Pocket Guide to... Noah’s Ark” and “A Pocket Guide 
to... Charles Darwin: His Life and Impact”. Each of these 
books contains brief and concise chapters written by a va¬ 
riety of experts who have also written whole books on the 
topics that they address here. Thus “A Pocket Guide to... 
The Global Flood” was written by four people: Ken Ham, 
Tim Lovett, Andrew Snelling and John Whitmore. A brief 
biography of each author is included and mention is given 
to other books they have written in their area of interest. 
As such, for further reading on any of these topics, it is easy 
to know where to look next. Also footnotes are included 
which will be helpful for further study. 

The first chapter of “A Pocket Guide to... The Global 


Flood” looks at the overall question 
was there really a worldwide flood? 
It answers this question using scrip¬ 
tures from both the Old and New Testa¬ 
ments. The second chapter asks, if you 
look for evidence to support the truth that 
the Genesis Flood occurred, what will you 
And? The author briefly lays out six geo¬ 
logic evidences for the global flood that are 
explained in the following six chapters. The 
last few chapters look at catastrophic plate tecton¬ 
ics, the origin of oil, and the surprising (or not so surpris¬ 
ing) existence of fragile shell fossils and how this is possible. 

Photographs and diagrams are used throughout this 
booklet to help explain the written text. The writing is 
clear, easy to understand and enlightening. Definitely in 
this small book, the discussion is basic and uncomplicat¬ 
ed. Nevertheless this book offers a wonderful taste of evi¬ 
dences for the Global Flood. The other pocket guides deal 
in similar fashion with their own topics. These booklets 
provide exceptional value for minimal cost! 

A Pocket Guide to ... The Global Flood: A biblical and scientific 
look at the catastrophe that changed the earth. Black and white. 
95 pages. 
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Darwin: the Voyage that Shook the World 

Fathom Media 

An entertaining yet serious look at the impact of Darwin 
on our culture.This DVD depicts Darwin’s life, what he 
saw and did not see, and why his impact today is so strong. 
A positive and fun way to defend your family against 
Darwinian influences. 

54 minutes 


Andrew Snelling 

Earth^s Catastrophic Past 

A must have resource for up to date information connected with 
the Flood of Noah. Scriptural interpretation, details of Hebrew 
text, plus a comprehensive collection of scientific information on 
fossils, age dating, moving continents and much more. Excellent 
for adults, schools, post secondary institutions and church 
libraries. Cloth / 2 volumes I 1102 pages / full colour 


Jason Lisle 

The Ultimate Proof of 
Creation 

Readers will enjoy the insights on how 
to analyze and defend themselves against 
arguments for evolution.With practice 
on examples provided, they will feel a 
lot more confident in discussions with 
others. 

Paper / 254 pages 


Answers in Genesis 

A Pocket Guide to .... Noah^s Ark; 
Charles Darwin His Life and Impact; 
The Global Flood (separate booklets) 
Authors, expert on these issues, provide interesting 
introductions to the topics. Illustrations enhance the 
text intended for ages 12 and up. State title desired. 
Paper / 96 pages each / black and white 
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